I74	DOMICIL
logically be examined separately, but it will be found that in
practice it is difficult, if not impossible, to keep them in water-
* tight compartments. It is not residence per se, but residence
accompanied by a certain intention, that constitutes domicil, and
since au fondthe requirement of residence is satisfied by mere
presence the crucial inquiry in a contested issue centres upon
the mind of the de cujus. Strictly speaking, residence is a fact,
though a necessary one, from which intention may be inferred.1
Residence     This much is clear, however, that a person's residencehi
isprima    country is prima fade evidence that he is domiciled there.2
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dence of There is a presumption in favour of domicil whicn grows in
domicil strength with the length of the residence. Indeed, a residence
may be so long and so continuous that, despite declarations of
a contrary intention,3 it will raise a presumption that is rebut-
table only by actual removal to a new place.4 A man cannot
gainsay the natural consequences of permanent residence in a
country by, for example, declaring in his will that he does not
intend to relinquish his former domicil in another country.*
Length of     On the other hand, time is not the sole criterion of domicil.6
residence Lonpr residence does not constitute nor does brief residence
alone is	o.	...__,	1-1	i	i	t
not deci- negative domicil. Everything depends upon the attendant cir-
sive cumstances, for they alone disclose the nature of the person's
presence in a country. In short, the residence must answer *a
a qualitative as well as a quantitative .test*.? Thus in Jopp v.
H?oo&* where it was held that a residence of twenty-five years
in India did not suffice to give a certain Tohn Smith an Indian
domicil because of his alleged intention ultimately to return to
Scotland, the land of his birth, Turner L.J. commented as
follows upon the length of his residence:
*But nothing is better settled with reference to the law of domicil
than that the domicil can be changed only animo etfacto^ and although
1	Munro v. Munro (1840), 7 Cl. & F. at p. 877.
2	Bruce v. Bruce (1790), 2 B. & P. 229, 231; Bempde v. Jokmtone (1796),
3 Ves. Jun, 198, 201. Especially when he dies there, President of United States
v. Drummontt^(1864), 33 Beav. 449.
5	Stanley v. Bertus (1830), 3 Hagg. Ecc. 373; In re Marrett, Chalmers v.
m*sf*M (i**fi, 36 Ch.D. 400.
4 Hodgson v. De Beaucheme (1858), 12 Moo. P.C. 285, at p. 329, per Dr.
Lushington; Udny v. Utky (1869), L.R. i Sc. & Div. 441, 455.
* Re Liddell-Grainger's Will Trusts, Dormer v. Liddell-Graingcr, [1936]
3 All E.R. 173.
 6	Hodgson^. DeBeauckesne (1858), 12 Moo. P.C.at pp. 329-30.
 7	Ramsay v. Liverpool Royal Infirmary [1930] A.C. 588; 598, per Lord
Macmillan.	a (1865), 4 DeG. J.& S.6i6.

